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for time lost during the repair period. The Distriet Court 


properlv found, that: 


*Had the vessel eontinued to operate in its damaged 
condition, it was possible there could have been a com 
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This Court is faced with two irreconcilable findings of 


the District Court. First. the District Court found: 


1 


‘In the circumstances that (1) plaintiff long and 
unreasonably delayed in drydocking its vessel and (2) 
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The ineseapable eonelusion is that the repairs necessi 
tated by the Tumaco casualty and owner's work were per- 
formed at the same time and that owner's work did not ex- 


tend the repair period. 
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Court erred in disallowing four days of lost profit during 


the repair period from appellant's recovery. 
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